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*** MEMORANDLrM ***                                      -

May 12, 1996

TO: CALFED Bay-Delta Program staff
B-DAC Ecosystem Restoration Work Group members

Gary Bobker

RE: Ecosystem restoration focus a.nd strategy

This memorandum describes a fi~w rough thoughts Ln response to the April work
group meeting and the meeting materials.

In planning for restoration of ecologicai health to the Bay-Delta ecosystem, the
CALFED Bay-D~_Ita Program will need to devote considerably more time and
resources than it has to date. Nobody ever said that restoring a complex, large
ecosystem which is highiy degraded and subject to comp~ting resource uses on
an unprecedented scale would be easy, but the potential payoffs are tremendous,
both for the Bay-De!ta and for restoration efforts elsewhere. The formation of dne
work group and the drafting of the restoration strategy, are promising sig-ns, and
the direction the strategy is headed seems basica~!y sound, but - the Program ~
still behind the carve. Formulating and refiring a ,,ve!l-arlcalated restoration
plan has to guide EIS/EIR aItemative development and eva!uation.
Urdormnately, there exist significant dispari~es between the Program objectives
and strategy, on one hand and the draft alternatives on the other.

%Vork group focus

MaD" Selkirk’s April 19 memo identified four specific ecosystem restoration
policy issues now facing the CALFED Program. Some suggestions for addressing
these issues follow.

I. Development of an appropriate vision for Bay-Delta restoration

Phase I:        ’

¯ adopdon of a draft: Bay-Delta Restoration Plan by the CALFED Program,
concurrent with seIection of a short list of alternatives for formal
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CEQA/NEPA analysis. The plan should include a set of draft quantitative
targets for short- and long-term restoration, a set of draft ecological
indicators, draft adaptive management reghnes, and &aft insti’~u~onal"
elements to ensure long-term restoration.

¯ formation of a CALFED Program interdisciplinary restoration planning unit
¯ composed of appropriate current Program staff, new Program staff (including
at least one nationally recognized restoration ecologist or resource manager
with exp~ence in lazge-scale restoration and one nationally recognized
con..~rvation biologist), and recognized local technical experts with a hibh
level of Bay-Delta experience (such as t,he n~mb~rs of t~he Delta Native Pishes
Recovery Team).

Phase II:

¯ refinement of short- and long-term targets, ecological indicators, adaptive
management regimes, and institutional e!e.,-aen~ to ensure long-term
restoration, by the resmration planning unit, with review by a blue-ribbon
panel of nationally recognized experts in conservation biology and restoration
ecology.

¯ certification of a final EI~/EIF. for the Bay-Delta Restoration Plan as ~ar~ of
the long-term Bay-Delta solution.

Phase

¯ implementation of restoration ac,lvities to meet short-te.,-’m tazgets, initiation
of adaptive management regimes, and cea5on of insHmt’ionaI elements to
ensure lone-term restoration (see bel,vw).

2. Targets and reference conditions

In the short term (5 - 10 years), achieve quantitative targets for restoration of
structural and functional etements and removal of stressors Ln order to ensure :

¯ protection of native biodiversity in general, and recovery and maintenance
of viable populations o£ estuary-dependent native l~lant and animal spedes of
concern in particular. (The Program needs to incorporate plant concerns more
fully).    ,

¯ natural production of viable populations of valuable fish and wildlife
spedes for desirable levels of long-term recreational and commercial harvest
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Short-term targets should meet threshold criteria for habitat quantity and quality,
(i.e., areal extent, geographic distnl~ution, minimum patch size, cormectivity,
diversity of habitat type, use by different spedes and by different life history
stages of individual species, duration, effects of inter- and intra-annua!
variability).

In the long term (5 - 30 years), achieve quantitative targets for restoration of
structural and functional elements in order t~ or.sure:

¯ recover~ and maintenance of dynamic biological commu.nities (plant and
animal) with overall spedes composiEon, diversi~,, and banctional
organization comparable to the historic natural l~bitat in complexity, "
resilience to stress and se~-sustainability, and favoring native sgecies
biodiver, sit~ to the maximum extent possible. ("Comparable" to the historic
natural habitat should not be interpremd to mean habitat configura~ons or
species composition identical to the historic natural habitat).

¯ recovery and maintenance of natural Bay/Delta ec.osystem dynamics
(habitat mosaic, hydroIogical patterns, etc) at the ecosystem level, within each
ecological zone, and throughout each habitat type, comparable to the historic¯ natural habitat in complexity, resilience to sb:ess and self-sustainabilit’y.

Long-term targets should meet the same tkres,hoid criteria as short-term targets.
%~2"tere sufficient information to set long-term quantitative targets does not yet
exist, a set of lower-resolution targets should sen, e as a default for planning
purposes. These default targets should include broadly-ief£ned, "vision"-level
targets such as restoring 25 Fercent or more of preddsturbance habitats.

Specific milestones should be identified for the Lrnplementation of both short-
and long-term targets:

¯ Phase I - year 1
complete program, institutional and other arrangements to achieve target.

¯Phase IT -- years 3 ~ 5
-- full achievement of high priority, targets
- 50 percent progress toward full achievement of all targets

¯ Phase rn -years 5 - 10
full achievement of all targets and attainment of desired ecological condition.
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A better understanding of historical structure and fund/on £n the predis~rbance
Bay-Delta ecosystem is necessary in order to achieve recovery of commurdty and
ecosystem dynamics comparable to those of the historic natura! habitat.
(Consumer ~imer: The Bay Institute has been seeking funding to perform
such an assessment of the historic natural habitat).

3. Adaptive management

AS an outgrowth of the CALFED Program restoration planning unit. an ongoing
Bay-Delta Restorer[on Program would:

¯ sponsor and/or conduct researck on Bay/Delta ecosys~m dynamics.

¯ study the efficacy, of ongoing restoration activities.

¯ monitor and diagnose ~ends in ecosystem health.

¯ refine and revise short- and long-term targets based on new sdenlifi¢
iRforma tion.

¯reFune and revise ecological i.ndicators based on new sdentific h’fformat£on.

The long-term Bay-Delta Restoration Program cou!d be housed at C..AI_FED
(since there will be ongoing regulatory resi~nsibiiities for restoration o~’ersight)

¯ or at’a new Bay-Delta Con_~ar’. cane! (see be!ow). Re~arc~h and monitoring
activities could be coo~dLnated with or contracted to the Interagency Eco[o~.cal
Program, the San Frand_sco Es~arv Irustitute, the TL,lriversity of California, or
other entities.

~. l.nsdt-utional assurances/sb-uctures

At least t1~ee actions are necessary to erLsure that long-term ecosystem
restoration will be knplemented and ma.[nta3.ned:

¯ creation of a Bay-Delta Conservancy or Bay-Delta Restoration Trust. The
sole purpose of this independent entity would be to support ecologica!
restoration activities in the Bay-Delta estuary. The Conservancy, would
acquire lands, water, and water rights to support restoration activities; both
restored physical habitat and dedicated flows could be managed by the
Corkservancy itself and/or by designated agencies (i.e., U.S. Fish and ~,ViIdlife.
Service, The Nature Conservancy). Le~sIation to. improve the ability Of
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envLronmentaI interests to acquire and maintain water rights may be
necessary..

¯ creation of an independent revenue stream for ~ Bay-Delta Conservancy,
and poss~I}, other ecos},stem restoration effort. Ti-is new funding source
should be a) self-sustaining (i.e., combined revenues from dedicatedportion
of sales tax, water suppl}, and recreational user fees, etc), b) of sufficient size
to adequately fund acquisition and management of land and water (includLng
water rights) for large-scale restoration (i.e., no less than 25 percent of
predisturbance habitat), and c) unable to be diverted to any" other purpose but
ecolo~cal restoration activities by the Bay-De!ta Conservancy and/or o~dner
designated entities.

¯ conferring of legaJ!y protected special status on the Bay-D~ta ecosystem.
Protected status should occur on several leve~s -

a) state (i.e., finding by the State Water Resources Control Board that the
Suisun Bay-Delta ecosystem constitutes an Outstar~ding National
Resource Water having exceptional ecological signi,~cance),

b) national (i.e., designation of Suisun Bay and the Delta as a National
Wi!dlife Refuge or National Scenic Area), ~

c) interna~ona! (i.e., designation of 5ui.~un Bay and khe Delta as a
protected biological resar,,e of global sigrd~c~nce t~hrough an intennational

Ecosystenn_ re,~toration s~ategy

Two brief comments on the April 19 draft document follow.

1. Limiting factors

The use of the term "limiting factor" in the s~ategyi document is somewhat
misleading (as was apparent at the meeting), in that it is traditionally used to
identify a key factor which controls the abundance and distribution of plant and
animal populations. As applied in the strategy docun’tent, the term more
appropriately used raigkt be "stressor" rather than "limiting factor." Removal o£ a
stressor would relieve critical sources of mortahty and reduced su.rv~vorship on

estuary-dependent plant and animal species of concern, and therefore would
cons~tute a high priority target for short-term restoration activities. Removal of a
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single "stressor" would not, however, necessarilv result in a desired level of
abundance and distr~ution of target population~, since other "stressors" may
also act as limiting factors, including the lack of suitable overall habitat quality
and quantity. Nor should removal of "stressors" for a target population be
allowed to substitute for the restoration of structural and functional elements
which would support diverse, resilient communities and ecosystems. If my
reading is correct, the term "limiting factor" should be replaced, and the intent of
the strategy document clarified in this regard.

2. Full implementation targets versus adaptive management targets

The.strategy document states that "target levels will be defined differently for
[components] that will be addressed by Fiiot projects using an adaptive
management approach versus those to b~ addressed with full implementation’’
(p. 5). In cases where an adaptive management aF~roach is appropriate for
selection of short-term quantitative target, t,ke following are also necessary:

¯ well-defined, qualitative targets which can be easily quantified given
sufficient scientific data should also be iden~fied, and milestones for
achieving them.

¯ a more broadly de~.ed, "vision"-level quantitative target should also serve
as a default, as discussed above.
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